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PER CURI AM

Jacquel i ne Di ane Gooding pled guilty to conspiracy to | aunder
nmoney, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1956(h) (2000). Gooding filed
a notion to correct sentence, and the district court denied the
nmotion. Counsel has filed a brief in accordance with Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), arguing the district court based
Gooding’s sentence on an inproperly calculated anmount of value

under U.S. Sentencing Quidelines Manual 8§ 2S1.1 (2000) but stating

that in his view, there were no neritorious issues for appeal
Advi sed of her right to file a pro se supplenental brief, Gooding
has not done so. W have reviewed the Appellant’s brief and record,
and assum ng w thout deciding that Gooding’s notion to correct
sentence was properly before the court, we find no error in the
district court’s denial of the notion.

As required by Anders, we have reviewed the record and find no
meritorious issues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm This court
requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of her right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further
revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof

was served on the client.



We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and |ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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